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	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	This manuscript addresses an important and relatively underexplored clinical dilemma: the optimal timing of restarting antiplatelet therapy in patients who suffer intracranial hemorrhage (ICH) after percutaneous coronary intervention (PCI). The balance between preventing stent thrombosis and avoiding recurrent bleeding remains a real-world challenge. By presenting a detailed case and reviewing recent evidence, the paper provides valuable insights for cardiologists, neurologists, and multidisciplinary teams. It also highlights the role of patient education and adherence, which is crucial for improving long-term outcomes. The case underscores the urgent need for guidelines and evidence-based frameworks in this complex scenario.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is suitable and reflects the case content well. It is clear, descriptive, and clinically relevant. No changes needed.

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	The abstract is clear and comprehensive. It outlines the case, key challenges, evidence gaps, and conclusion effectively. However:
· The phrase “a drug-eluting stent was placed for single-vessel coronary artery disease” could be restructured for clarity.

· Consider including the clinical outcome at follow-up (neurological recovery or cardiac stability) for completeness.

· Minor grammar issues: e.g., “in which a drug-eluting stent was placed” instead of “which a drug-eluting stent was placed.”


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound. The pathophysiological explanations are accurate, the evidence cited is up to date (including a 2025 meta-analysis), and the clinical reasoning is logical. The discussion appropriately balances bleeding versus ischemic risk. The emphasis on patient psychology and adherence is an added strength.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are recent and sufficient, covering guidelines, registry data, and meta-analyses up to 2025. A few points:
· Ensure formatting consistency (some URLs are long and could be hyperlinked instead of pasted).

· Ref. [19] (Salman, 2025 meta-analysis) is particularly important and should be emphasized more in the discussion.

· Could consider including one or two landmark RCTs (e.g., RESTART trial for antiplatelet resumption after ICH) for completeness.


	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	· Overall English is good and scholarly. Minor edits are suggested for flow:
· Replace “He afraid of a recurrent stroke” → “He was afraid of recurrent stroke.”

· Replace “Three months later, he was re-hospitalized with new neurological symptoms” → “Three months later, he was re-hospitalized due to seizures, slurred speech, and weakness.”

· Correct “Intracranial Haemoragic” in keywords → “Intracranial Hemorrhage.”


	

	Optional/General comments


	  The “Discussion” section is well structured but could be condensed slightly to avoid repetition.
  The use of subheadings (3.1, 3.2, 3.3) is excellent for readability.

  Figures/illustrations (e.g., schematic of risk balance or a timeline of events) would further enhance the clarity.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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